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i ~ Abstract

This study explored the effects of student selection versus’

. : . 3 - . . oAl _

teacher, Selection of instructional activities on the' activities

. selected and the reasons given by teachers and students
! .

-

for selecting
particu1ag/activities. Forty-two resource room students in grades 3-6
sexved as subjects. The brbgréss of these, students was_monitored: by

' o . . R - .
means of & technically adequate curriculum-based répeated measurement

o

- T . - \ - . - .
pdata colldction and evaluation system.* The system was constructed to

~
-

- notiFy.thg teachefs'wh}n a change ig:instructioh'was needed for- each
' ) ' | ' N . .
student. One-third of the students selected their own instructional

changes ﬁrbm an experimenger-generaqéd set of activities. For the the .

7

other two~thirds, the teachers selected activities froQ this same set.
* - The dePEhdénf data were the number of strﬁctured and‘-UnstructUred
| activities, selected by tdachers ;nd student§f§ﬁg the réasons cited for
thesg‘ se]eCtions., Tgéchers $e1ected significantly more high

. 53 g
structured activities than students and cited more skill-related

3

~ . . F . . . . s
reasons for -their selections. .The discussion includes implications

for practice, - C E ' {;
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Teacher, vs Student Selection of Instructional Actigities o

- . ‘

Teaching requires that a multitude of decisions be made” daily

~

Teachers must address such issues as what to teach how to teach, when

-

}to teach what and ‘who shou1d be taught what skill. In fact B
Shave]sonﬁand Borko (1979) contend that the basic teaching skill is

)

~decision making. Preactive decisions are made in a ¢onscious manner,

3 t

a]low1ng the teacher to considgr varidus pieces of 1hformation " When
3

makin preactive decisions, teachers oft_h consider. their own 1nforma1
g .

-

observation anecdotal -~ reports, school records, traditional. test\

scores and curriculum-based assessment measures. When the decision
is made about how to teach the goa] is to find .an instructional
technique that, will improve "the student's iearning. Unfortunateiy,
little s known about Row teachers make.this instruc 'onai,decision,
 what instructional methods typically are selected;' r‘howrteachers'
- decisions differ from student decisions when se]ectiné instructional
techhiques. The purpose of'this study was to examine the effect of
student seléction of instructional activities versus_teacher selection
of instructional activities on the' activities, that rare chosen. . A
second purpose was to address hnformai]y(khe question of why teachers.
and students select certain instructional. activ1t1es .

2 } ~ ‘ Literature Review

“ Only a few researghers'have direct]y addréssed'the nature of the

r
v

instructgona1"activities selected by teachers. Potter -and Mirkin _

-~

(198é) asked elementary and secondary. special education teachers to
comp]ete a survey.that addresged the question of the instructional

techniques used in various academic areas. For reading, over half the

»

b
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2 ~ '

L}

teacher53used work fn subskills as the primary instructiona] strategy,

followed by pract1ce, games, moda11ty tra1n1ng, and modeling. McNair
ik

Al [l

and ° Joyce\'11979) "investigated the p]ann1ng processes of regular
educat1on teachers and reported that most teachers developed the1r
lessons based o?>@9r11y on curr1cu1um materials. Joyce (1980) ‘added

in a later report that the "flow of activities" (p. 16) steme from the

selett1on of 1nstruct1ona1 materials. Baker, Herman, and Yeh (1981)~

reported w1despread use of games and adjunct devices such -as

audjovisual materials in 250 scnools.' These authors a]so-explained
# . ’

that the use of puzzles, games,'and'audio-visualndevices appeared- to

beJnEgatively related to student achievement. Implications from these

findings indicated. that teachers uneed to improve théﬁr skills - in
. ‘ o~ i - .
selecting educational matérials and methods. A s1m11ar conc]us1on was

,reachedyuin a study. involving 105 elementa[y 1earn1ng d1sab1ed-

students. Lé1nhardt Z1gmond, and Cooley (1981) used a causal model
s ! K 3 ! }
approach "to explore the relationships among reading behavior,

. : . . I )
instruction, and reading achievement. These authors stated that
"although teachers are skillful in getting students to do what they
are assigned, they are less attuned to selecting the, best activities

for them to engage in." (p1_§58)

14 it if true that.teaéters do not consistently make the best

. . : - «
decisions about, how to instruct " one possib]e alternative is to allow

students to make some of these dec1s1ons w1th1n a structured formatr

- n

Student input ; into instructional decision maklng has.’ rece1ved
increased attention in récent years. - Some researchers have focused on

student self scheduling of instructional  activities (Bushell &

)
IR
/ v&‘"g“-ﬁ ' *

\
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.Bushell, {976; Lovitt, 1973; Wang & Stiles, 1976), while others have
concentrated on student selection of reinforcers (Felixbrod & Q' Leary,
1974; Glynn, 1970; Glynn, Thomas & Shee, 1973; Llovitt. & Curtlss,
1969; Parks; Fine, &,Hopklns, 1976, wWall, 1982; Wall & Bryant, 1979).
The - vast majority of these studles yieldedfresults indicating that
~student input “has definite advantages. Howerer, relatively ﬁew

:studles have considered student selection of instructional activities;

7 -

the results of these stud1es have been m1xed

Vo

b George and K1ndall (1976) reported a study in ‘which each
ekperlmental student was allowed “to 'choose how -man& , and which
activlties they wouﬁd engaget in(-from yarlous learnlng packagesx
de51gned to teach geometry "The teacher made these decisdions for the

control students. The subjects were hlgh school students, 29 females

L

and 31 males.- The dependent data‘were posttest\scores-on the four

learning activity packages' (LAPs) used throughout the eight-week’
' . ; : & . - S
“study,” the time required-to complete the LAPs, and student att;tude

'toward learning and school.  Results indicated -no significant

i

differences”in the ppsttest scores of students who selected their own

activities’and students required to complete all activities in each
’ y]
* LAP. The tlme required to complete each. of the four LAPs decreased as

the students prdgressed through the four LAPs regardless of the
treatment condition. The semant1c‘ dlfferentlal technjque ,used to
elicit attitudes yielded statlstlcally nonsignlflcant. results

although’ the tendency. was for students to prefer $tudent ch01ce'

Students ' reported that the system that allowed them to choose

activities was moré interesting, more enjoyable, less time consumlng,

<
- J

. . 1', | . y | 53)



4
‘more conducive td:se1f uinderstanding, permitted better'content reca11;
Aand made them fee]qthat teachers werelmoreﬂconfident in them. The
authors conc]uded that student directed 1earn1ng was as effective and>
eff1c1ent -as .teacher d1rected 1earn]ng and also_,a more| pos1t1ye
experience for the students.

Taffel £}976)1 also experimented with student se]ectionf'of

academic activities.- In an experiment with three treatment groups,
i o i

Choice; No Cheice,;and Control, the\number of math problems'compJeted

and the time spent working were dependent "data. During the last half
"

o ‘ : : . :
of a tutoring session, students in the Choice treatment were allowed
to select a spec1a1 ar1thmet1c act1v1ty if they comp]eted a spec1f1ed

number of math, prob]ems in the f1rst half of the- tutor1ng session. . In
’
the No Cho1ce cond1t10n, students cou]d also earn the opportun]ty to

v

dor a spec1a1 activity, but the exper1menter selected the act1V1ty for

the student.. The control students worked on standard math prob]ems
- - , . ) ) = . Y
for the entire tutoring session regardless oﬁJcheir performance,

Results indicated no statistically significant difference between-the

bd

treatment groups on either dependent variable.’ ‘However, a;significant
increase in the number' of probTems 'cqmnleted by~ the Choice group

during the treatment condition over the pretreatment condition was

)
[}

noged. .The.set of activities'from which the Choice group was allowed
to choose was .designed to include some attractive and some Wess
attractive_,outiens._ Kne interaction Qt.‘choice_ and attractiveness
could nottge”adequately %ssessedq Therefqre, a second experiment was
conducted in uhich* ally activities _ were desidned toi:beb fairly

unattractive.. The resu]ts of the - first _experiment -were  not

. ‘ el

~.
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replicated. The autK/r concluded that ° in order for select1on to

produce positive effects, the options must be at | least moderately

‘,T

attractive. . ‘ ' - oo

-

Two. dimensions of the learning setting, teacher'Versus student

'selected tasks and working alone~or-in pa;rs, were man1pulated in a’
study conducted by Jackson (1978). Four treatment»condltlons were
established: Teach/r ass1gned‘ Singles; Teacher- assignediePairs;
Student- selected S1ngles and{MStudent selected Pairs. ’ 'Based on
behavior stream spec1men records t1me orf” task a?dvquality of»time
were observed and analx;ed. Teacher;aﬁsigned versLs student-selected
tasks was not a significant factor affecting'quallty'of or amount of
time on task. A1l students spent‘a~high percentage'of time on t;gﬂ
but ch1ldren work1ng in panrs had h1gher qual}ty tlme and worked more
1ndependently than ch1ldren working alone R _ ’ !

Within an aptitude x treatment 1nteraction framework (Cronbach &

’

Snow, 1977), Greene'(1926) tested the assumpt1on that when g1ven an

7

opportunity 'to structlre _their own learning, students would make

choices that wo/ld facilitate - the attainment of educat1onal goals

One hundred sixty-five™ students in nine fourth rand fifth grade
classrooms partlcipated Strat1fy1ng by sex, all children in each
class were randomPy ass1gned to e1ther a Choice or No-chofice group.

The students in the No-choice group. complet\d one lesson per day,_in

p

' order; from The” Thurstone Letter Series Problems wdrkbook and were .
= . .

evaluated by the e%perimenter. Students ‘in Ythe Choice group worked in
. N v ‘l ° '. L’! .' 4
the workbook during free time, completed the lessons in theﬁorder of .
R . .
. their choice, and corrected and evaluated their, own performance.

4

] :
/ . ’6 ».. L
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Pretest. scores included twp coanitive( measures, pretests in the
workbook, and Lorge-Thp’ndike scores, as well as four motivational
aptitudes: expebtanéjﬁ~of, success, importance of success, causal
attributions and/eualuative‘Orﬁentation Posttes{’information was
collected on a ]etter prob]ems criterion test, causal attr1but1o s for
~—

‘pefformdnce in the workbook, and interest in ]earn1ng more about

Q

, letter series problems. Results supported the pred1cted positive
1nterre]at1on5h1ps among the apt1tudes and the ability to make "w1se"
dec1s1ons for Cho1ce students h1gh in motivation and cognition, Th?
Cho1ce students maintained h1gher scores on the affective measutes
Also of 1nterest were f]nd1ngs that 1nd1cated that - Tow ab111ty, high
confidence ch11dren performed significantly ‘superior to Tow ab111ty,
Tow conf1dence students. +Most 1mportant1y, h1gh ab111ty students made
more progress-in the Choice treatment‘and low ability students made

’ - - \
. .

most progress in the No-choice condition.

“Kosiewicz, Hat]apan, and L]oyd((léél) bypothesizedfthat prouidingl
the opportunity tor a learning disabled student' to #select an
'instructiona1 Strategy witnid a struetured situation wou]d result in
improved performance They hoped th1s procedure wou]d help "to combat
the apparent pass1v1ty of the student ‘with ]earn1ng prob]ems“ (p.
28{§. Thew tested th1s hypothesis using a single subject design
.(ABCBC) consisting of the following phases: baseline, teacher choice,
student‘choiqe, teacher choice, and- student choice. During the four
ékperimental'phases, one of two instructiona] techniques was applied
to improvg handwriting. The -first was a se]f-instructfonal appraach

in wnjch the subject read a paragraph of rudes about handwrit{ng. The

s

i1 o
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7/ .
second approach “was a “-self«correction procedure 7in which the

11fyear-o1d student circled his own correct]y prJnted letters and
rwonds. The dependent measure w3s the percent of posSIb1e po1nts on a
da11y writing a551gnwenf earned - by 4connectt 1etter1ng and spacing.

Visual , analysis . of the graph1c displdy of/, these dependent data.
1nd1§3;ed\that performance 1mproved when either handwr1tlng procedure

- was used and that student selection was superior to - the teacher
A : .

1

se]ectlon procedUres -

| The f1nd1ngs from- these five studies focus1ng‘pn the effects of
student selected instructional activities were inconsistent.

Kos1ew1cz et al, (igél)' found self se]ectjoni s?éerfpr tdi‘teacher
se]ectibn for an LD boy. VYet Jackson (1978) found no gffects. George
and Kindall (1976) found no d1fference 1n per ormance but modest
effects with respect to student satlsfact1on Taffe1 (1976)‘ found
that.thefattractiveness'of the task options was important and Greene

(1976) demonstrated that‘the characteristics of the student involved

\.

was  a . necessary ° consideratiod\ Thus, student selection "of

1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es must be 1nvestlgated further to ﬁdeterm1ne

1]

whether and under what cond1t1ons it may be an effective procedure.
In addition, none of these studies Tlooked specifically at the
differences between studer : and teacher selected techn1ques If, as

the 1literature indicatzs, teachers' do not . always se]ect optimal
. T 1
instructional approaches for students, is it possible that students

will make better choices? . ‘ . © .

-
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The research questions posed for this investigation were: (a) .

: Rgsearch Questions

what is the effect of student-selection of instructional activities
versus - teacher selectien of. instructional activities on the activities

.se]ectéd and (b)'what are the reasons given by teachers and students
\
for se1ect1ng part1cu1ar 1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es7

Subjects - ! ‘
Subjects for- this -study were 42 e1emeotary'students from a rurals
spec1a1 educat1on cooperative schoo] d1str1ct Students were Se]ected

-1

from the - caSeloads of e1ght reqourcef teachers who had agreedf to
part1c1pate in the study To be e11g1b1e for. p§:t1c1pat1on students
had to be 1",g;ades 3 to 6 and receive at least 30 minutes of reading
instruction da11y inl the resource. room. Students receiving reading
1nstruct1on jn resource rooms 1n_th1s special education cooperative
school district are e1ig{b1e for special serviceélif they read at
least two t1mes fewer words per minute than their regular educat1on
c]assmates - Potential special education students and a random
rse1ection of students in .the_same grade and same-school read the same
_passages :from ‘a -basal 'texc*‘and the average rate of the "regular
educat1on students is compared to each of the targeted students This
. procedure is’ descr1bed dn greater detaj lsewhere (Mav%ton T1nda1 &

“Deno,’ 1982; Nesson, Deno, & M1rk1n, 1982)
| Of the 42 subJects, seven were g1rls and 35 were boig The

. £
number of subJects per grade was 11 12, 8, and 11, for grades three,

)

four, f1Ve, and\s1x respect1ve1y The med1an numbeerf years these-

S

¢
/ . . ' i
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§gudeﬁfs hadngffp in special education was three. The .time allocated
to reading in tth;ésource room varied from.30 to 90 minutes Hai]y for
the 42 students. Specifiq?11y, 14 stﬁdents spgnt 30 minutes, 8 spent
45'minutes, 2 spéntVSO and 55 minutes each, 14 spent 60 minutes, one
sﬁént‘75 minutes, Nand one 90 minutes. The majority of the students’
school day was spent jn regular educétion c1ass¥oomsﬁg ,l

of Q@e eight feachers participating in the study, seven were

_ female "and one male.- Their prior-expe&ﬁence in special-education

ranged from/O to'il yéqrs. -
Procedures v'l ' |
o Trqiﬁfng. Teachers yere traiqed ininidua11y by.the experimenter
as to ch to work with students in the two treatment conditions.
Training was facilitated by a set of in§tructibns.r Tge experimenter
met with each teacher in hi; or her classroom to review the
fnstfu;tions and answer any questions. In add?tﬁon, teachers were
requested to ca]]ithé experimenter if they had any doubts about what
to do.. The experimentér inifiated weekly Fontact, either by.phone or
" in person, with each of the teachers'throuéhopt the nine week study.
Prior to the beginning of this study, these teachers were trained.
-in the use of measuremént procedures during a week-long Qorkshogﬂprior
to the preceding school year “and during semi-weekly workshops du;ing
the yearf At the onset of thecpresent study, the teachers had been
imp]éﬁent{ﬁg a monitoring sys;em %or dhe and one-half school years.
This system is described beiow. / . ' .
;,///”Dai1y measurément cons isted of one-minute. timed sampTes”ﬂof

reading from the basal reading texts used in_gthe district. For this

- \

7 3



1
10

study, 12 students ,were measured in Ginn 720, 18 in- Houghton-Mifflin,
and 12 in chtt Foresman. Two methods of measuring and charting were

used, mastery and per?ormance measurement. For the students in this
. o all r

study, 35 'were monitored with mastery measurement and seven with

performance measurement. . k
In performance measurement, the measurement 'task is a random
sample of items from a large pool of .material, and the gogf is to

improve the level of performance on that material. Figure 1 -

illustrates performance measurement. The abscissa (horizontal axis)

.represents school days and the ordinate (vertical axis) represents the

e

rate of performance on the measurement task; each - data point
repﬁésents the rate of performance 6n~é given ‘day. The line of best

. } ) .
fit through the data depicts the student's rateé of improvement in
. - 1 Y

performance on the pool of material. v |

Figure 2 depicts “mastery measurement. Here, the abscissa '

represents school days and the okdiﬁate-represent; successive segments

L

or objectives of the curriculum mastered; each data point represents

the. number of curriculum segments mastered on a given day. The line_

\ ,
of best fit through the data points depicts the rate of student

progress tﬁrough the curriculum. The goal of repeated mastery .
assessment is to increase the student's rate of mastery in the
curriculum. The teacher me@sures'the student dn a random sampﬁe of

—— \ '

material from the current instructional curriculum unit untit mastery

7 .
v e -Lk) ' -t
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is achieved, at which point tQE studeqt's level of instruction

progresses to the next éégment in the hierarchy,. and the pool “of
- o~ N 1 t 4

d

material on which the teacher measures the student also progr%sses td

the next segment jn the‘%ierarchy;

————————— o o . " . = > -

Insert Figu;; 2 about here
Pt Ea . | ]

Regardless of which.measuremeht system teachers‘used,'the‘long-
range goé]s were written ih the same format. Teachers measured each
child's feading pé}fbrmancg/in successng]y easier or more difficult
_matefia% until they identified the long-fange goal (LRG) 1e¢eli the
level in which students read at entry level criteria (30-39 worqb‘bér
minute for Grades 3-6). After this level of 'the cdrricuium was
identified, the teachers wrote the LRG using a prespecif{eg minimal’
E(iterion of 70 words per minute for_grades 3-6. (See Figure 3.)

y - el amc—mamaa——— o

~Short-term objectives were based dh the long-range goals (LRG).
'In‘ computing the short-term oﬁjectiQe (STO) wusing a performance ’,
measurement system, teachers first subtracted the baseline leved of
performance.from the criterion\jevel lgsted in the LRG. DiQiding/this
difference by the number of weéks necessary until the annuaj réview,
they arrived at the number of words per week .gain negessary]ﬁ6 meet
the 1ong-rqhge goal criteria. When writing mastery measurETené STOs,

[

~teachers measured the students in successively easier 1?vels of

X

<

-
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) materiai'untii-the level in which the student met the LRG criterion

A
(70 wpm) was identified. The teacher then counted units (pages or
stories) between this. aiready mastered materiai and the'LRG materiai

The number of sunits to be maste/ed was div1ded by the,number of weeks

‘v

spec1fied in the LRG and this figure became the ST0. .The’ format used

¢

L_,’

is shown in Figure 4. r’ . ~ o

A .
i . e emeemac-mce=- Y =t o - - - -

Insert Figure 4 about here
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In addition the teachers also‘ werev tra§ ed in the use of the

\\‘ - .
measurement procedures for evaiuation of the .instructional program.

" Teachers measured student progress three times each week and plotted

o . ‘ .
the data on a graph. In order to monitor student growth, the baseline

reading level and the 1ong range goai were connected by an aimline
N

that showed the students' de51red progress Every seven data points,

the teachers were to monitor student growth by means of the split-

“middle or quarter-intersect methid (White & Haring, 1980). An exampie

is given in .Figure 5. If th
equivaien‘k to or greater than that7 indicated by the aimline, the
instructional program was continued; if the-projected rate ot growth
was less than that -indicated by the aimiine, teachers were directed to

<

make a substantial change in the student's program. ,

e o o s T v . - - - - e o . -

N~
. for: writgng performance and mastery measurement short term objectives

student was progressing at a rate
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'~ For the present study, teachers were trained to modify this

system as foiiows The changeséin the student S ?eading program were

to be chosen from a set of. reading act1v1t1es supplied by the .

(
experimenter, and students in oBe of the :treatment conditions chose

their own 1nstructiona1 act1Vities. In the other treatment conditlon

1.

teachers chose from the act1Vit1es sdppiied by the experimenter. At

_the: beginning of this’ study,&a set of step by—step directions for 12 (
/

reading act1Vit1es~ was distributed to each teacher along with

directions for’ each of the three treatment conditions -Each teacher

\A

workéd with students in _both treatment conditipns. Two teachers
Awnrked with twb’studentslin the teacher select treatment condition and

oné_sfqdent in the student seiect'treatMent:condition. Six teacherg
Worked5 with four .students in the teacheru select condition and  two
students in the student-seiect treatment. _These treatment conditions-

are described below. . .

Teacher Selects Activities -(TSA). At the ‘onset of.the study,

teachers réviewed eight” of the 12 activities and selected two
! : v N

' activities that they judged wonid be most effective for each student.
These two activities were impiemented and data taken threé.times a

week. If, according tQ the data utilization strategy, a change in
SR £ r

instruction was needed, the teacher reviewed four more, instructional
: : X /

activities and chose | one to replace. one of the original two

. 4 ) A ‘
activities. The teacher reviewed four activities each timé the data

. & e . R
tndicated a change in instruction was necessary and chose an activity

to replace one of the two previously impiem%gted.

Student Selects Activities (SSA). Students in the SSA group

selected their.own reading activities. At/the onset of the studx, the
. _ . &
l

v ) .. s

-

e , 15
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wteachers&used exper1menter prepared mater1a1s to describe eight of the
¢ ¢ &
~activities to the students. . -“At th1s time, the SSA students were .

”’\-d1rected to Se1ect +ud"'£€56}ﬁi[ﬁa¢t1V1t1es that they be]]eved would' }

4

best he]p them 1earn to read better Then,\as\the -data \t111zat1on\

rﬁ1es were app11ed 1nd1v1dua11/ to the student' S read1ng data and a

A

. change in ‘the instructional plan was warranted the students” se]ected
a new strategy fétm a set;of four that the teacher presented,to the

‘stugent in the samé} fash1on as descr1bed above. The new reading

~
4

”act1v1ty replaced one. of the two previously 1mp1emented

\

~

Given the nine week,1ength of the study, the three times per week
. \

schedu]e of student reading measurement and - the data ut11lzat1on

rules, a range of two to six’ read1ng ac 1v1t1es was used ‘with the\\

L

students in "any pf-.the three treatment conditions. The specific

N

activities were: '(l)nvNeWspaper_ Hunt ; (25‘ Oral’ Reading and Error
‘Practice; . {3) f]]ustrating,"a Story; (4) Language Exper1ence, (5)
Making C]ax Words; (6)fDirect Practice with_Promptlng, (7) S1mp11fy1ng
the Task; (8) Readin; and Reacting; (9) Chqra1 Reading; (10)
Comprehension~Questions; (11) Tape Recorded Stories; and (12) Silent
Reading and Retelling the Passage. The order dt Selection was -as
follows. o - o .
(1) At the onset of the study | |
Selectlon 1 was se1ected from gct1v1t1es 1, 2, ‘3 or 4
Se]ect1on 2 was setected from "activities 5 6, 7, or 8.
(2) For the first change in the 1nstr§ttlona1 p]an the optjons
~Uwere activities 9, 10, 11, and 12. ;

(3) Fov the second. change in the instructiona1.p1an, the options

¢ -'_' ! N .
N

’ ’
Rl 4
. ) >
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'were act1v1t1es 2, 6 7, and 10. |

@ &

Y

r the th1rd‘change in the 1nstruct1ona1 plan, the options
were act1v1t1es 4, 8 9, and 12.
-5?% For Ehe\f1fth change 1n the 1nstruct1ona1 plan, the opt1ons
~ were act1vit1es 1, 3,’5, and 11. | -
Origina11y,,a set of 161ect1v1t1es;was developed by the experimenter.

Raters trained in the use of the Structure of Instruction Rating Scale

v

(SIRS) (Deno, King, Skiba, Sevcik, & Wesson, .1983) rated these 16

activities on” seven of the 12 SIRS varjab]éS: teacher-directed
L} N X . S
learning, active - academic respondinL, demonstration and prompting,

contro]led'practice, pacing, oral reading practice,‘and silent reading

- practice. These _seven variables wexe :selected because they could be

-)

rated from a descr1pt10n of the act1v1ty as opposed to requiring

direct observatlon}J Summ1nd;9ver the rat1ngs on these variables for
- &
_each act1v1ty provided an overa]] structure rat1ng Based on these

- ratings, the original 16 activities we[“ rank ordered. The six most
. ,

structured and six least structured were included in the study and the

four that fell in the middle of the rank order weré not used.

Thérefore each act1v1ty inc luded 1n the study> had a rating of h1gh or

1ow structure. Each set of options was arranged to include two h1gh1y_

'

¢
structured activities and two 1ow structured activities. Therefore,
Y. . f gL

-

#
&

At is probable that . an equal number of ‘h1gh_ and low structured oy

4
.

activities wou]d be se]ected by chance.

Dependent Measure 2 , - T A
. _ Two dependent measugfs were employed .in this study/ "The first
i ' _ h
measure was the“number of times 'each activity w;s se]ected by teachers
r A : w _ : ,

\

\

5
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a

and students These selections were ana1yzed by ’hlgh and low .
: structure as - we]lé:> The ~second dependent measure was the reasons &\

stated for‘selection'of partigplar activities During the ntpe week .
, study, teachers and students were asked an open ended questlon why,

did you se]ect th1s part1cu1ar act1v1ty? The 25 student responses and

14

26 teacher responses to ‘this question were categorized for ana]ys1s

The numbers of responses in the categor1es were ana]yzed ¢

s ' ‘ <o T ”_?ﬁ \ ’
= Resu]ts _ " ‘§”/ -

Activities Selected l"'; b P o .
T = < . o ; iR
In order to determine.whether there was a-difference between.the
- . J 14
number of structured versus unstructured activities sef@cted “by .,

teachers and students, a chi-square analysisuwas conductedf‘ As was
ment ioned ear]ier,_prior to inclusion in the study each activfty was
, rated by trained raters,according to seven of the‘SIBS Nariao}es. The
ratings for each -activity appear in 'Table .1 along\with the number ~of "I o

times each activity was selected by'teachers‘and students. ;> / ¥

- " " - " " T " . T~ ot . - -

i . R .
@ .
..-_.-_......._....._ ................ / _ N

Data from Tab]e 1 were collapsed across all high and all: low
, » .
structured act1v1t1es in order to employ a ch1 square ana]ys1s As is

o

1nd1cated in Tab]e 2, teachirs se]ected 52 high structured and 38" Tow
structured act1v1t1es. On the other>hand, stidents selected 18'h1gh )
structured and 28 1ow structured ‘activities. The chi- square anaj&sis |
revea]ed that th1s d1f?erence :{§¢s1gn1f1cant (p € .05). Teachers, 1n
genera] tended p1ck more h1gh 'structured activities than did

J N ,
. students.

- N
"

N
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) Insert Table 2 about here b v
’ L]
/ ‘f"i:;. _________________________
| ~ - A
Reasons for Select1on of Act1v1+1es E - '

9.

Tab1e 3 d1sp1ays a frequency count of the reasons stated. by

.

x?. chosen. . The greatest number of students said:they se]ected act1v1t1es

because ‘they were fun. The second most frequent: response was "I don't

)
/teache,r.s‘: and students concermng why par-ticu]ar activities  were -

‘k’ndw u cher student responses were that theb act1V1ty was easy or °

that the act1v1tby would help them'to get farther ahead 1n the\ book'

_Teachers predommant]y c1ted’ skill buyilding, part1cu1ar1y in the areas f

A

N
of error reduction and comprehen on, ‘as, the reasons for selectmg

specific activities, Buﬁ‘mg vocabulary also was mentlonéd as was

the fact that the activity was easy to do. .
A S
A Insert Tab]e"3 about here P

I\n order to examjne d1fferences between the’ reasons stated by

ﬁ
F

teachers and studehts, categories were collapsed (see Table 4).
|
Reasons re1at1ng to comprehenSI}Jn sk1Hs voc_abu]ary buﬂdmg, and

error reduction ‘Were combined in a categorj called Skﬂ.l-Re1ated

Reasgns. Reasons concerning the ease or fun of the actW1ty& making

A

progress to finish the book, and "don't know" were c¢lustered in a:

category called Non-Skill Related (Ta\ngential) Reasons\ The ch"i-’
square analysis showed that teachers stated?\s1gn1f1cant1y-more skﬂl-

re]ated reasons than did students ‘% 001

£ : S
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{ _Discussion - )

The resource room teachers in this study'picked more structured

: act1v1t1es than students and stated sk111 re1ated reasons more bften

~ / ‘-
-

than students. Genera]]y, their deC1s1ons were ‘more SOund and better

founded than were the students This' is-a welcome finding given the

11terature to date on. teachers' decision »makihg ?or instructiona1
23
purposes r Apparent]y;»these resource room teachers were mak1ng good

efforts based on good intentigns ‘to teach the1r students. . Tt is

especially promisfna' tp note that the a3§1V1t1es. se1ected most
. - ' 2
frequently by the ‘teachers were oral reading and error pract1ce,

ES

- direct pract1ce with pnomptlng,\and chora1 read1ng These'act1V1t1es

/J

are very-d1rect1y re1ated.to the task at- hand, reading, and direct-
~’pract1ce of behaviors has been; found to corre1ate highly with student
achievement (Borg, 1?80, Star] . 1979) Therefore, the.fact that 39

- of the teachers' 90 selections involved direct bractice'indicates°that

~

teachers made some ™ very appropriate decisions when/)se1ecting

instryctional activities.

Another positive' finding ‘is that teachers a1most unan1mous1y

stated appropr1ate skill-related reasons for se1ect1ng the spec1f1c

1

activities. The,teachers seemed to be making.an effort to match the .

instruction to the learner. Also worth not{ng“is that most of their

» . L oy -
‘statements seemed to indicate that they chose the activity in order to

help decrease ‘one of ‘the student's deficit areas. Pn‘other'Words;

. 7

23



they chos9 the error. reductlon activity if -the student was mak1ng a

1ot of errars, and the comprehension quest10ns.act1v1ty if the student

had d1ff1cu1ty with comprehens1on /Eone of the responses indicated
A

. that \the teacher- se1ected an activity 1n order to cap1ta11ze on a
student § strengths. - - - ’

_ A]so of 1nterest is - the f1nd1ng that teachers often se1ected 1ow

structured act1v1t1es and at  times made their decisigns for

& inappropriate, .non-skill related reasons. ~'Given- that these were all

"special education teachers, the fact that- they selected some Tow

structured activities is worrisome. fhese Tow structured activities'
prdpabiy have little instructidna1 value given the research literature

‘on effectiye instruction. For exampie, making. clay words - and )
i1ustrating a story provide~11tt1e direct practice in reading. Yet,

R teachers selected. a ‘total of 38 of these Tow structure activities;
that is, over one- th1rd were less educat1ona11y sound than they should
have \een Over 10% of the bh01ces were Mak1ng C1ay Words and
Newspaper Hunt If these experts make less than opt1ma1 dec1s1ons at
times, then other teachers also may. be mak1ng a ndmber of poor

. 7
decisions. Clearly, this calls for better training in instruction for :

teachers. Teachers must be well t a1ned on the characterlstlcs of

.- oot S
effective, structured 1nstruct10n/ Perhaps the re11ance on

s

curriculum mater1als, indicated by/Joyce (1980) . and McNa1r and Joyc%
(1979) has h1ndered teacheri/wfrom, becoming more sk111fu]~ in
'atnstructional decisjon making. -
-Students, by and large, did not make decisions for skill-related

[

reasons. _And, for the most part students tended to select low

& .
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structured activities. Twelve students, for examp]e,‘selected Making
Clay Words. Obviously, the hypothesié that students might make Better
inéfructional decisions than tgachers was not confirmed. Perhapé the
students should, have been. instructed morepcompletgjy.in the decision- -
making process. Merely telling thmn/to make ﬁ selection that would
help them to read better wa; not powerful enough to guide’ their
béhavior.‘ The studenfs, it seemed, were more interested in pjcking'
the fun and ~easy optjons. However,' the;e- results ;hould not be
interpreted as evidence that_sgudents shoqld not be allowed to selecF '
‘instructfbnal procedures. Régher, when students are given ébtions,’
the optiong should include only structured activities. When only
structured activitiés are available, the student might still reap the
benefits of student input . including motivation. and in€reased

responsibili%y, and the student also will be _instructed with

potentially effective techniques.

FO)
8
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This paper is based on the authbr's dissertation research whi;ﬁ
; supervised by Dr. Bruce Ba]oﬁ. brs. Stan Deno and Phyllis M%r@in
re helpful suggéstions early on in fﬁe pﬁannfné of tbis projeéii
inks also are due to Or. Jerrx Tindal who assisted in data
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[Tection.
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, Table 1
Frequency Count of Activities Selected by Teachers and Students
oy hﬁ?};
) _ Teacher Student ~
‘Activity Selected Rating Selected Selected Total
Activities Activities
1. Newspaper Hunt L 6 6 ;]2
2. Oral Reading and H 12 9 21
Error Practice '
3.- Ilustrating a Story L 6 2 8
L4 Language Experience  H 5 0 5
5. Making Clay Words L 5 12 17
6. Direct Practice H 14 1 15
with Prompting
7. Simplifying the Task H 1 2 3
8. Reading and Reacting L 9 1 10
9. Choral Reading H 13 5 18
10. Comprehension H 7 1/; 8
Questions ’
11. Tape Recorded Stories L 9 4 13
12. Silent Reading and L 3 3 6
Retelling 3\
Total 90 46 136
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Table 2

Chi-Squéfe Results of Teacher Selected vs. Student Selected
| High and Low Structured Activities . ‘

A - ;

I
&StrUCture of ! Treatment Teacher Student

|
!
\
|
H

Activities 'Cohdiﬁion Selected Selected Total
Number of High ] : _ :

, Structured Activities - 52 18 70
Selected

. Number of Low .
Structured Actjvities 38 . 28 66
Selected - , -

%= 4.36; p < .05

X
’-n—-\



27
e ] [od

-
i

£

erduenCy Count of Reasons for Selection Stated by
Teachers and Students

’ Cw o Table 3

- Teacher Selected Student Selected Total

"The activity is fun. 1 -8, 9
To help make more progress 1 : 2- 3
"~ through the book. )
To work on comprehension | 6 0 . .6
£ skinls, : '
To help build vocabulary.. "4 IR 0 4
To work.on reducing * 10 0 : 10
errors.
?dn't kﬁow. . kv fO 7 7
/ ‘ ’ ' |
Easy activity to do. 4 . 5 : .9
Total 26 .25 5]
. . (
\ 4
Fl 2
; . ¢ \
)
v

b ;A‘

@
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' Tible 4

-

Chi-Square-ResU]tshbf Teacher vs. Student
Reasons for Activity Selection

—

Reason v | Teacher Selected Student Selected Tota]

Skill Related - 20 o 20

Non-Skill Related 6. o T 31
> —

x = 31.6; p < .001

4

&
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Figure 1: Illustration of performance measurement,
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Condition - Behavior  Criteria

/

LRG: |In weeks, when .student will| * at the rate of 50
o -(total # weeks) . # read aloud wpm or better ..,
* .presented with stories from 5 or fewer errors.

Leyel .
(#) - (reading series),

"Ny, -

'l
P . . .

~ Figure 3. Format for Long-Range .Goal: Reading
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“ " conorTIon BEHAVIOR ~ . CRITERIA
'.._. .g.’l ] 0 ; - R B
3 o Each succgssive week, when student will | at an average increase
5 presented with/a random read aloud | of E
S selection from {70 on 50 wpm - actual-
\g = (levg) # from current - performance) total #
< - instpuctional level - same . weeks rematning in
28| as LRG) " school year. . .
éé’ of ' e .
£ (reading series) €
a. . .
* ”
2 CONDITION BEHAVIOR CRITERIA -
pey ;
E Each week, when presented student will | at the rate of .
© .| with successive stories progress stories per week maintain-
@ =] from , ing the mastery criteria
@9 (Level #s from current of at least 50 wpm (gr. 1
& instructional level to & 2) with 5 or fewer errors
£ annual goal level) and 70 wpm (gr. 3-6) with
7 or fewer errors
t S
Figure 4. Performance and Progress Chért‘ing Short Tefm Objectives ‘for
Reading. :
A ‘ |
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